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Disclaimer 

 

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Program, through the 
European Climate, Infrastructure and Environment Executive Agency (CINEA) under the powers delegated 
from the European Commission and under Grant Agreement No 101147693. 

The content of the publication herein is the sole responsibility of the publishers, and it does not necessarily 
represent the views expressed by the European Commission or its services. While the information 
contained in the documents is believed to be accurate, the authors(s) or any other participant in the 
AutoMoTIF consortium make no warranty of any kind regarding this material including, but not limited to the 
implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose. 

The user thereof uses the information at its sole risk and liability. For the avoidance of all doubts, the 
European Commission has no responsibility or liability with respect to this document, which is merely 
representing the authors’ view.  
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Executive Summary 
This report serves as the Project Quality, Intellectual Property Right (IPR) and Risk Management Plan (D6.2) 
of the AutoMoTIF project within WP6. Deliverable D6.2 details the quality control, IPR and risk management 
procedures and processes that AutoMoTIF will employ in order to ensure that the project will deliver high-
quality results, that follow established IPR standards and that all risks associated with the project’s 
execution and impact will be properly addressed and mitigated during the whole project’s lifetime. This 
report is the outcome of T6.3: Quality control and risk management. 

Deliverable D6.2 is structured in the following Chapters: 

• Introduction – States the overall objectives of the report and presents the intended audience. 
• Quality Assurance Plan – Includes all the processes followed to ensure the quality of the project’s 

outcomes. 
• Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) procedures – Describes the Intellectual Property Right policy that 

all AutoMoTIF processes and results are subject to.  
• Risk Management – Outlines the overall risk management strategy for all types of risk identified 

throughout the project duration and includes a detailed risk registry.  
• Conclusions – Summarizes the report and highlights key aspects of the aforementioned three 

components.  

It should be highlighted, that AutoMoTIF uses the ICCS project management methodology, part of which is 
the Quality Assurance and Risk Management Plan.  
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1 – Introduction  
1.1 – Objectives   

D6.2: Project Quality, Intellectual Property Right (IPR) and Risk Management Plan describes presents the 
processes and procedures that will ensure the successful execution of AutoMoTIF T6.3: Quality Control and 
Risk Management. It is a key document as it addresses three very important components of the project: 
quality assurance, intellectual property rights, and risk management. These aspects jointly ensure that the 
project delivers high-quality results while respecting developed or pre-existing intellectual property and 
addressing any potential challenges successfully: 

• Quality Assurance Management focuses on maintaining the highest standards throughout the 
project lifecycle, which will be reflected at the quality of its results, by establishing procedures and 
defining the relevant quality metrics,  

• Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) management ensures that the project's creative and innovative 
outputs, as well as proprietary information will be well – protected, by defining ownership, usage 
rights, and the strategies for securing IPR and including ways to resolve any potential conflicts. 

• Risk Management aims to identify, evaluate, and mitigate potential risks that could impact the 
project in different ways. 

By incorporating these components into an integrated plan, this deliverable provides a structured 
framework to support project execution and enhance its overall success. 

D6.2 is complemented by D6.1: Project Administrative and Financial Management Plan and D6.3 – D6.5: 
Ethics & Data management Plans to provide the overall strategy for the organisation and accomplishment 
of core tasks, in line of the overarching objectives of the project management work package (WP6).  

1.2 – Intended audience 

The dissemination level of D6.2 is ‘public’ (PU), thus the deliverable is available to members of the 
consortium, the European Commission (EC), external stakeholders, as well as the general public. 
Therefore, the intended audience could include: policy makers and regulators, industry experts and 
professionals, public authorities, academic and research institutions, practitioners, decision – makers, as 
well as citizens’ organizations.  
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2 – Quality assurance plan 
2.1  - Quality assurance roles 

The management and organizational structure of AutoMoTIF with all the different roles that participate in 
decision – taking are described in detail in D6.1: Project Administrative and Financial Management Plan. 
D6.1 has already appointed ICCS as the Risk and Quality Manager of the project. Dr. Angelos Amditis, ICCS 
Research Director and I-SENSE Group Director, acts as the Quality Assurance Manager (QAM) of 
AutoMoTIF. QAM follows closely the execution of the quality assurance plan and reports immediately any 
identified deviations to the Steering Committee (SC) and Technical Management Team (TMT) (for a detailed 
explanation of these operational bodies please see D6.1).   

The following table (Table 1) presents the allocation of quality assurance roles in AutoMoTIF and outlines 
their key responsibilities as well as level of involvement in the quality assurance process. 

Name Role in the project 
Key responsibilities in quality assurance 
process 

WP Leaders 

• Act at WP level 
• Responsible for executive 

management of individual 
WPs 

• Responsible for following the 
progress of the WP 
deliverables 

Responsible for the timely and effective 
coordination of their WP deliverable 
preparation process and the achievement 
of any milestones associated with their WP, 
and act as part of the TMT. 

 

Task Leaders 

• Act at task level 
• Responsible for the executive 

management of individual 
tasks 

Coordinate the preparation and quality 
control of their task’s deliverables. 

Deliverable 
Leaders 

• Can coincide or not with the 
task leaders 

• Responsible for the whole 
deliverable development 
process, from the preparation 
of the ToC to sending the 
final, ready for submission 
version, to the PC.  

Responsible for following the quality 
standards during the deliverable 
preparation process and for the timely 
submission within the established 
deadline.  

Task 
participants 

• Contribute to the task by 
providing relevant input to the 
task leader or/and deliverable 
leader 

Responsible for the quality of input they 
provide but are not held responsible for the 
overall quality of the deliverable they 
contribute to. 
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Use Case 
Leaders 

• Responsible for the 
successful development and 
execution of their UC(s). 

• Participate in the technical 
validation and demonstration 
of their UC. 

Report to the WP leaders and to the TMT.  

Technical 
Manager 
(TM) (ICCS) 

• Has a key role in the overall 
coordination of technical 
activities 

• Acts at project level 
• Leads T6.2: Scientific and 

Technical Steering 

As part of the TMT, monitors the deliverable 
preparation process. 

Data 
Manager & 
Protection 
Officer 
(ICCS) 

• Leader of T6.4: Ethics and 
Data Management  

• Coordinate the elaboration of 
a plan for collection, storage 
and handling of the validation 
data, and for data publication 
as part of the Open Research 
Data Pilot (ORDP).  
 

Part of the TMT. 

Risk & 
Quality 
Manager 
(ICCS) 

• Leader of T6.3: Quality 
Control and Risk 
Management 

• Ensures high quality of 
deliverables and outcomes 
and the overall project’s 
objectives. 

Monitors the delivery production and is 
responsible for the risk management 
processes and procedures (as described in 
section 4 of this report). 

Communica
tion Manager 
(Magellan 
Circle) 

• Leader of WP5: Impact 
boosting activities and of the 
related communication and 
dissemination tasks. 

Ensures that the project will achieve 
excellent outreach through dissemination 
events, scientific presentations and 
publications etc. 

Table 1. Quality Assurance Roles in AutoMoTIF 

2.1 – Quality Assurance Process for the deliverables – Timeline 

In order to be able to able to meet the established deadlines for deliverables submission that are set in the 
GA, the following 3-months quality assurance process timeline is decided (Table 2).   

Writing stage 
Date with respect to submission 
deadline Action points 

Start of the 
deliverable 
quality 

3 months before deadline 
PC sends a reminder to the WP and DL to 
request a status update. 
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assurance 
process 
ToC shared 
with the 
consortium 

2 months before deadline 
The DL uploads the ToC on the project’s 
SharePoint so that all partners can provide 
feedback if they wish 

First draft 
ready 

7 weeks before deadline 
DL/Author(s) shares the first full draft of the 
deliverable with the WP leader and the PC. 

Comments/re
marks from 
WP leader and 
PC 

6 weeks before deadline 

The WP leader and PC share with the DL 
any comments/remarks they have to take 
into account before sending the deliverable 
to the peer-reviewers. 

First draft sent 
to peer-
reviewers 

5 weeks before deadline 

After incorporating the feedback from the 
previous step, the DL sent the draft 
deliverable to the two organizations that 
have been appointed by the PC as peer-
reviewers. 

Peer-review 
feedback 
received 

3 weeks before deadline 

The peer-reviewers send any feedback and 
suggestions for improvements to the DL, 
using the peer-review scoring template that 
has been developed for this purpose. 

Draft sent to 
PC 

2 weeks before deadline 
After consolidating feedback, the DL 
should send the draft to PC. 

Plagiarism 
check 

2 weeks before deadline 
Plagiarism check is performed using the -
house tool of the PC (ICCS). 

Changes/modi
fications 
according to 
the results (if 
required) 

1 week before deadline 
Any required changes considering the 
plagiarism check results are applied to the 
document by the DL. 

Final draft sent 
to PC 

1 week before deadline 
DL shares the final draft of the deliverable 
report with the PC. 

Final 
check/editing 
by the PC 

3 days before deadline  

The PC checks some final details such as if 
the template layout is followed correctly 
and performs the final editing. Following 
that, the deliverable is sent to the DL for 
final approval. 

Final approval 
from DL 

2 days before deadline Final approval from the DL is received. 

Submission to 
the SYGMA 
Portal 

Deadline 

PC uploads the final deliverable to the 
SYGMA Portal. PC is responsible for 
informing the whole consortium about the 
deliverable submission, and uploads the 
final submitted version on the project’s 
SharePoint.  

Table 2. Deliverable Quality Assurance Timeline in AutoMoTIF 
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2.2 – Deliverable peer - review process 

The deliverables are prepared by the deliverable leader (DL) and/or the WP leader with the contribution of 
all partners involved in the task(s), the outcome of which is documented in them. All AutoMoTIF deliverables 
are peer-reviewed by two consortium members. The PC also performs a final check to the deliverable before 
submitting it to the SYGMA Portal. A peer-review evaluation matrix has been prepared by the PC (ICCS). The 
reviewers’ allocation was done based on the partners’ expertise, and the draft table was then sent to all 
partners for feedback or/and potential objections to the allocated roles. Following that, the finalized table 
(Table 3) was uploaded on the project’s SharePoint.  

Deliverable 
No Deliverable Name Due date 

Reviewer 
1 

Reviewer 
2 

D1.1 AutoMoTIF playground and vision 30/11/24 ENX ALICE 

D1.2 
AutoMoTIF requirements and 
benefits 31/01/25 UNIMORE ENX 

D2.1 
Living Labs and simulation 
environments 31/05/26 DSP ICCS 

D2.2 

Updated Living Labs and 
simulation 
environments 30/11/26 ICCS CIRCLE 

D3.1 Evaluation framework 31/03/25 SUPSI VICOM 
D3.2 Evaluation report 30/11/26 FSCOM ICCS 

D3.3 

Updated evaluation report and 
impact 
assessment 31/05/27 FSCOM ICCS 

D4.1 
AutoMoTIF implementation 
strategy 31/05/27 ENX FSCOM 

D4.2 
Regulatory and policy 
recommendations 31/05/27 TCD ENX 

D5.1 

Initial communication, 
dissemination and 
exploitation strategy 30/11/24 MOS ICCS 

D5.2 

Interim communication, 
dissemination and 
exploitation strategy 30/11/25 MOS ICCS 

D5.3 

Final communication, 
dissemination and 
exploitation strategy 31/05/27 MOS ICCS 
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D6.1 

Project Administrative and 
Financial 
Management Plan 30/09/24 TEL MOS 

D6.2 

Project Quality, IPR and Risk 
Management 
Plan 30/11/24 MOS CIRCLE 

D6.3 
Initial Ethics & Data Management 
Plan 30/11/24 CIRCLE MOS 

D6.4 
Interim Ethics & Data Management 
Plan 30/11/25 TEL CIRCLE 

D6.5 
Final Ethics & Data Management 
Plan 31/05/27 TEL CIRCLE 

Table 3. AutoMoTIF peer-review process 

2.3 – Deliverable peer- review evaluation criteria and matrix 

In order to have a common ground across the different peer – review processes in all deliverables and to 
help the allocated reviewers provide feedback in a structured, comprehensive and fruitful way, an 
evaluation matrix template was created in MS Excel and is presented in Figure 1.  It comprises two parts; in 
the first one, the reviewers are asked to provide their comments, remarks and suggestions regarding the 
content of the deliverable, answering questions such as “Are the deliverable objectives clearly and simply 
stated and in line with the DoW?” or “Did the deliverable do what was promised?”. The second part of the 
template refers to the structure of the report, its readability and the way the content is presented. Each part 
consists of several evaluation sub-criteria. There is also an overall conclusion section, where the final 
evaluation decision is taken, based on the aforementioned components.  

The reviewers are encouraged to use a score based on the traffic light system; Green means that only some 
minor changes (if any) are required before submission. Orange indicates that some more major 
modifications would be necessary before the deliverable would be ready for submisison, in order to improve 
its quality. Finally, when a deliverable receives the colour red as the outcome of its review, then substantial 
changes and additional work is needed to ensure a high-quality submission. The template includes a 
dedicated space for elaborated feedback and suggestions for improvement, as well as a field for authors’ 
rebuttal, when desired. In terms of layout (font, format etc.), all deliverables should comply with the MS 
Word Template that was developed by the Communication & Dissemination Manager, as presented in D5.1: 
Initial communication, dissemination & exploitation strategy, and which can be found on the project’s 
SharePoint.  
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Figure 1. The AutoMoTIF Peer-Review Scoring Template 

Score Values

OK, perhaps some minor comments 3

Is of reasonable quality, needs some re-work 2

Needs substantial rework or additional work 1

Name Organisation Phone

# Criteria Explanation Score
Explanation of 

Score by Reviewer
Suggested improvements

Authors' 

response

1
Main objective of 

the deliverable

Does it set out to do what it says in DOA?

Are objectives clearly and simply stated and in line with the Description of 

Work (description of the Task)?

Is it clear how these objectives are relevent to the overall targeted results 

of the project as a whole?

2

References and 

building on previous 

work

Have they overlooked any state of the art, previous work, related projects, 

regulations or best practices?

Does the report include and make use of relevant and necessary 

references?

3 Methodology

Was the work, development, trial, experiment or study conducted in a 

sensible way?

Are the methods/approaches appropriate and correct?

4
Conformance of 

Results

Did the deliverable do what was promised?

Is the aim of the deliverable achieved? Do the findings and results of the 

work match the objectives as described in the Description of Work and are  

these results clearly described in the deliverable?

5
Usefulness of 

results

Is the deliverable (and associated results) actually useful to the AutoMoTIF 

target audience?

Is it clear that the results are useful and relevent?

Is it clear how the results can be accessed?

Are any plans included in the deliverable realistic and actionable?

Is it clear that they are not committing to something that is not possible to 

achieve? For example KPI targets which cannot be reached or measured.

6 Conclusion

Is there a conclusion section and does it make sense?

The conclusion section reflects all described main important issues in the 

report. The conclusions are well based, relevant and applicable.

7 Plagarism
There is no plagarism and previous work or work of others is clearly 

identified as such.

# Criteria Explanation Score
Explanation of 

Score by Reviewer
Suggested improvements

Response from 

Author/Writer

8 Readability
Can you understand it easily?

Is the document easy to read and understandable?

9 Language

Are there any obvious spelling or grammar mistakes?

Is the English in the deliverable good?  

Is the writing style clear, consise and accessible?

10
Consistency with 

Description of work

Can the reader easily tell (e.g. by looking at the table of contents) where in 

the document each point in the DOA is addressed?

Is it clear that the deliverable reflects the description of work?

11 Structure

Is the structure of the deliverable logical and easy to follow?

If you feel it is not, please suggest changes to the structure to make it 

more accessible.

12 Template Is the document template properly applied?

13 Graphics Are figures and tables legible and referred to in the text?

14 Length Is deliverable less than 100 pages in total (including Annexes)?

15 Referencing Are the papers and other sources correctly cited and referenced?

16 Terms

Are terms defined in the glossary?

Unususal technical terms and acronyms  should be added to the glossary. 

Ideally they should be also defined in text the first time they are used 

unless this reduces readability or they are well known.

17 Nomenclature Are mathematical symbols  defined?

# Criteria Explanation Score
Explanation of 

Score by Reviewer
Suggested improvements

Response from 

Author/Writer

18 Quality

Green - The deliverable can be submitted as is but could be improved if 

the issues raised are addressed.

Amber - The issues raised must be addressed before submission.

Red - There are substantive issues with the deliverable they need to be 

addressed and it will require a second review.

AutoMoTIF Peer Review Template for Deliverables

Email

Reviewer

Deliverable Number

Deliverable Name

Version

Review result

Deliverable Author

Any other remarks/comments

Content

Presentation, Structure and readability

Overall conclusion

Readability

Structure

Conformance to template
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3 – Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) 

procedures 
 

This section of the deliverable report aims to offer guidance to the AutoMoTIF consortium partners on how 
they can approach IPR within the context of the project, based on the Horizon Europe EU regulations, as 
well as on the content of the Grant Agreement (GA) and the Consortium Agreement (CA), all of which are 
legally binding and act as reference documents. The key rules and processes included in these documents 
are summarized below:  

3.1 – IPR according to the AutoMoTIF Grant Agreement 

Article 16 of the AutoMoTIF Grant Agreement is titled “Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) – Background and 
Results – Access Rights and Rights of Use”. It defines the relevant terms as follows: 

• Access rights — Rights to use results or background. 
• Dissemination — The public disclosure of the results by appropriate means, other than resulting 

from protecting or exploiting the results, including by scientific publications in any medium. 
• Exploit(ation) — The use of results in further research and innovation activities other than those 

covered by the action concerned, including among other things, commercial exploitation such as 
developing, creating, manufacturing and marketing a product or process, creating and providing a 
service, or in standardisation activities. 

• Fair and reasonable conditions — Appropriate conditions, including possible financial terms or 
royalty-free conditions, taking into account the specific circumstances of the request for access, 
for example the actual or potential value of the results or background to which access is requested 
and/or the scope, duration or other characteristics of the exploitation envisaged. 

• FAIR principles — ‘findability’, ‘accessibility’, ‘interoperability’ and ‘reusability’. 
• Open access — Online access to research outputs provided free of charge to the end-user. 
• Open science — An approach to the scientific process based on open cooperative work, tools and 

diffusing knowledge. 
• Research data management — The process within the research lifecycle that includes the 

organisation, storage, preservation, security, quality assurance, allocation of persistent identifiers 
(PIDs) and rules and procedures for sharing of data including licensing. 

• Research outputs — Results to which access can be given in the form of scientific publications, 
data or other engineered results and processes such as software, algorithms, protocols, models, 
workflows and electronic notebooks. 
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Regarding Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) developed within the AutoMoTIF experiments, the GA states that 
the following pattern will be followed as part of each of the experiments:  

(i) Delivering public reports (deliverable of type “R, PU”) about the requirements, KPIs, principle 
solutions, as well as lessons learned for each of the pilots; and  

(ii) Performing confidential piloting activities (deliverable of type “DEM, SEN”), to ensure IPR 
protection, while offering controlled release of IPR and knowledge as part of the aforementioned 
public reports. 

It is also highlighted that some of the project’s KERs may bear licensing, IPR, or other ownership schemes 
due to background knowledge preceding the project or foreground work performed within the project. 

Regarding IPR knowledge and open access management, the GA mentions that all partners will participate 
in the strategic partnership by bringing into the project their own IP assets (background IP) and they will gain 
access to the IP previously belonging to other members, through licenses. The project implementation will 
generate IP that will be owned by the author-party and used by other partners.  

WP5 that includes Exploitation, Innovation and Dissemination, together with the project and consortium 
management activities (WP6) will address the wider issues related to knowledge management including 
dissemination & exploitation of project results and IPR for both internal consortium and external use. Any 
written material produced within AutoMoTIF will be protected by Copyright. Each partner should notify the 
consortium about the content they wish to publish/disseminate, and a 30 days’ evaluation period will be 
provided to assess whether a dissemination action compromises their IPR or lacks sufficient 
acknowledgements, materials, and other publishable knowledge.  

 

3.2 – IPR according to the AutoMoTIF Consortium Agreement 

The AutoMoTIF Consortium Agreement follows the updated DESCA1 (Development of a Simplified 
Consortium Agreement) 2.0 model for Horizon Europe, which has the following two new elements (in 
addition to the ones already included in the DESCA for Horizon 2020) regarding IP strategy for projects2, 
within the terms of Article 39 of the Horizon Europe legislation: 

• Mandatory Results Ownership List (ROL): Beneficiaries are asked to report on the owner(s) of the 
results (single or joint ownership, the name of the owner(s), country of establishment, exploitation), 
otherwise they will not be able to submit the final periodic report or receive the final payment. 

 

1 https://www.desca-agreement.eu/desca-model-consortium-agreement/ 
2 https://intellectual-property-helpdesk.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-
03/Your%20Guide%20to%20Intellectual%20Property%20Management%20in%20Horizon%20Europe.pdf 
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• Public emergency provision: If exploitation obligations in case of a public emergency are part of the 
call, the granting authority may have the beneficiaries grant non-exclusive licences of their results 
to the legal entities that need the results to address the public emergency, for a specific period of 
time, that cannot exceed the four years maximum. Public emergencies could include natural 
disasters, pandemics (e.g. Covid-19), terrorist/hacking attacks etc., as well as those resulting from 
cascading risks. 

According to DESCA, any IP issues should be addressed depending on the stage of the project in which they 
appear: beginning of the project, during implementation or after the project ends. For specific guidelines on 
how to deal with the different kind of IP challenges throughout the project’s lifetime, see the Intellectual 
Property Management in Horizon Europe Guide (European IP Helpdesk, 2023)1.  

Joint ownership is governed by Grant Agreement Article 16.4 and its Annex 5, Section Ownership of results, 
with the following additions of the CA: 

Unless otherwise agreed: 

• each of the joint owners shall be entitled to use their jointly owned Results for non-commercial 

research and teaching activities on a royalty-free basis, and without requiring the prior consent of the 
other joint owner(s). 

• each of the joint owners shall be entitled to otherwise Exploit the jointly owned Results and to 
grant non-exclusive licenses to third parties (without any right to sub-license), if the other joint 
owners are given: (a) at least 45 calendar days advance notice; and (b) fair and reasonable 
compensation. 

The joint owners shall agree on all protection measures and the division of any related cost in advance. 

For a detailed description of all IP terms, the agreed IP management processes and procedures, as well as 
the background agreements, please refer to the fully signed AutoMoTIF Consortium Agreement. 
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4 – Risk Management 
4.1 – AutoMoTIF risk management approach and procedures 

As already mentioned in the AutoMoTIF project management methodological framework that is described 
in D6.1: Project Administrative and Financial Management Plan, AutoMoTIF uses the Failure Mode and 
Effects Analysis (FMEA)3 (see Mikulak et al., 2017), a robust step-by-step approach that has been used in 
risk management for decades. FMEA begins at the early stage of the project and continues throughout its 
lifecycle. It is a structured method comprising four main stages: the identification of risk factors and the 
analysis of their nature and magnitude, to be followed by their evaluation using the integrated FMEA scoring 
system and eventually the monitoring, mitigation and active management of risks when necessary.  

The internal technical reports that are prepared with input from all partners every six months of the project, 
as described in D6.1, include a section dedicated to risks (Figure 2). Each partner is responsible to report 
on any risk associated with the WP(s) or the task(s) they lead, assess its importance and potential influence 
on the project’s outcomes, deliverables and milestones. The Risk and Quality Manager (RQM) of the project 
has already been defined in D6.1, and it is the project coordinator, ICCS.    

 

Figure 2. Screenshot of the section of the AutoMoTIF internal technical 6-month report template that is 
dedicated to the identification of risks. 

 

3 Raymond J. Mikulak, Raymond J. et al. 2017. The basics of FMEA (2nd ed.), Taylor and Francis; ISBN: 9781439809617 
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The four distinct FMEA steps will take place as follows: 

• Risk identification 

It should be highlighted, that risks can be identified by any consortium member at any given time of the 
project duration. WP and task leaders are responsible for recognizing and acknowledging the risks that are 
relevant to their WP/task and can potentially affect their activities and performance and add them to the risk 
register. For medium or severe risks, the, RQM (which in the AutoMoTIF case coincides with the PC) and the 
SC should be notified immediately, and partners should not wait for the reporting period to end to inform 
them. The RQM is responsible for continuously monitoring and updating the risk register by either adding 
newly identified risks if they have not been added yet by the partners, or by modifying, when necessary, the 
status of the existing ones. The risks can refer to organizational, technical, legal or/and legal issues. 

• Risk analysis 

An initial analysis is performed by the partner who has identified the risk and then, if needed, the risk is 
further analysed on a WP level, during the regularly scheduled WP meetings that occur on a monthly basis, 
or/and during the monthly SC meeting. Each of these meetings has a dedicated timeslot in the agenda for 
discussing risks. In cases when a risk is no longer considered relevant for the project, its status can be 
changed to “closed”.  

• Risk evaluation 

A risk assessment process takes place so that the severity of the risk can be evaluated, as well as its 
occurrence probability; both can range from low to high.  

• Monitor and mitigation 

The risk register will act as a reference point regarding which of the AutoMoTIF WPs or/and UCs could 
potentially suffer implication related to each risk. If needed, the RQM can assign a caretaker for each risk, 
to propose the most suitable mitigation strategy, e.g. reducing the probability of occurring, reducing the 
severity of consequences etc.  

4.2 – AutoMoTIF risk register 

In the proposal phase, 20 risks were identified and until the moment this report is submitted, no new 
(unforeseen) risks have been recognized by any of the partners. The following risk register table include the 
foreseen risks and their evaluation, using the FMEA scoring system (Probability: Low/Medium/High, 
Severity: Low/Medium/High), at the moment of D6.2 submission. The risk register is also included in the 
project’s SharePoint, so that all consortium members are able to easily access it, monitor the risks 
associated to their WPs and tasks, update their intensity/probability of occurrence and add new risks if 
needed. 
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Risk 
no. 

Risk description WP no. Prob. Sev. Mitigation measures 

Foreseen risks 
1 Underperforming partner All L M All consortium partners are 

committed to the project. Grace 
periods are foreseen initially. The 
flexible project management 
structure and CA allow a shift of 
resources to alternative 
partner. 

2 Partner leaving the project All L M The consortium features 
overlapping coverage in critical 
areas of expertise. The management 
structure allows inclusion of new 
partners. 

3 Key-person left or is 
temporarily unavailable 

All M L Key partners are involved with more 
than one experienced staff member, 
ensuring an immediate substitution. 

4 Needed partners’ resources 
are underestimated 

All L L The project management bodies will 
analyse the following possibilities to 
ensure that planned work is 
completed:  

(1) re-arranging resources among 
the partners as needed,  

(2) committing internal resources of 
organizations in project activities, 
and  

(3) re-planning work on activities. 

5 Project schedule is partly not 
appropriate 

All L M The PC continuously monitors 
performed work vs. project plan and 
performs corrective actions if 
necessary. In crucial cases, PC will 
work plan adaptation in cooperation 
with the EC. 
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6 Project milestones or 
deliverables are delayed 

All M M In the scope of project management 
monitoring activities, detailed 
analysis will be done on 

both global project and lower 
project implementation levels. Such 
cases will be recognized in early 
stages, ensuring timely and effective 
implementation of necessary 
corrections in the work plan. 

7 Low technical quality of 
deliverables 

All L H Addressed through regular quality 
and peer reviews. 

8 Agreement among partners is 
difficult to achieve 

All M M Collaboration in the consortium 
targets consensus among partners 
on the open issues. 

However, to avoid long consensus 
making processes, which might 
affect the project plan, the 
management procedures for 
decision making and conflict 
resolution will be timely applied. 

9 Not satisfactory interaction 
among WP’s and tasks 

All L M Synchronization of work among 
WPs, so that these cases do not 
occur or are timely recognized 
allowing corrective actions without 
significant impact on the project. 

10 Necessary coordination level 
is not achieved 

All L H The project coordination will be 
observed closely. If needed, the 
management bodies will propose 
the corrective actions improving 
overall coordination. 

11 IPR related problems 1 L M The CA establishes a legal 
framework for the project to provide 
clear regulations for issues within 
the consortium about the ownership 
of IP. 
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12 Inadequate project 
management 

6 L H The complete and systematic 
project management plan which 
was developed in the context of 
D6.1, along with appropriate 
allocation of work and tasks to 
project members, minimise this 
risk. 

13 Problems in integrating 
components in existing 
platforms 

2, 3 L H An iterative approach 
implementation, with continuously 
updated versions of the prototypes 
and phases to ensure efficient 
integration. 

14 Robustness of technical 
components in real-world 
environmental conditions 
affects system testing 

2, 3 M M The technical developments will be 
closely monitored, ensuring that 
issues related to the robustness of 
work will be detected early. 
Corrective measures will include 
slight simplification of the scenario 
to lower the importance of the 
underlying component shifting the 
focus on the interaction of other 
equivalent system parts. 

15 The performance of the 
deployed services is lower 
than expected 

2, 3, 4 M M This risk will be mitigated by (a) 
slightly adjusting the environment 
and configuration to get better 
acceptability metrics,  

(b) simplify scenarios to include 
more easily recognizable states and 

 (c) ask users to provide additional 
information through handy online 
questioners. 

16 Developed technologies are 
of low accuracy 

2, 3 L H Early tests will reveal the level of the 
representation granularity that is 
most useful for the tasks at hand, 
also allowing refinements to the 
approach followed; partners have 
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demonstrated capability to deliver 
alternative and more efficient 
solutions if needed. 

17 Prototype Architecture not 
compatible with pilot sites 

2, 3 L H While the baseline architecture is 
defined relatively early this will be 
revised in the deployment phase to 
ensure compatibility. 

18 Usability/interfacing 
obstacles reported by 
involved end users 

1, 2, 3, 4 M M While the partners responsible for 
implementing the platform’s 
interfacing have great expertise on 
the design of interfaces, it may 
happen that users find AutoMoTIF 
hard to use or obtrusive in nature. 
The iterative approach for the co-
definition and co-design will allow 
the consortium to consider this early 
feedback and adjust its approach 
accordingly. 

19 Difficulties in validating 
defined KPIs 

4 L M To ensure validation of AutoMoTIF 
KPIs, these will be defined early as 
part of the evaluation methodology 
and agreed with PD leaders. 

20 Global events (e.g., 
pandemics) obstruct the 
demonstration cases 

All L M As the COVID-19 pandemic has 
shown, this is a critical risk. 
Nevertheless, the consortium will 
continue working on the technical 
evolution and monitoring of the 
pilots remotely; onsite 
demonstrations will be resumed 
once local measures allow physical 
access.  

Unforeseen risks 
Table 4. AutoMoTIF Risk Register 
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5 – Conclusions 
The present deliverable report on “Project Quality, Intellectual Property Right (IPR), and Risk Management 
Plan” has a significant role to play in ensuring that AutoMoTIF will maintain high-quality standards 
throughout its lifecycle, protecting intellectual property and addressing risks proactively. By establishing a 
comprehensive internal review process for its deliverables, and by continuously monitoring and updating 
the risk register, AutoMoTIF guarantees that any unforeseen risks will be addressed in an efficient and timely 
manner and that the high-quality deliverables will contribute to fulfilling the overall AutoMoTIF objectives 
towards achieving seamless transport automation. Together with the Grant Agreement, Consortium 
Agreement, and the other deliverables of WP6, this document acts as a reference for the overall project 
management of AutoMoTIF, to ensure good organisation of work effort and high quality of project results. 


